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** Introduction . P , _ -

. <
~ N ] ' .
’ . o . 0 v

The‘researoh “and field work described in this paper has

: been taking place in a kindervarten/first qrade class of five
and six’ year olds. The school is a,suburban Boston Title. 1

elementarv school Thetchrldfen are primarily from two. parent,
lower middla claségfamilles Th;s class and the gen ral school .
population tends to have 1arze-numoefs of students j%xm second :

‘

W e )
and third*aeneration Italian-Anerican famllles. It is»a nelghbor-~

hood scheol qualifying ‘or additiénal state support.,-: ol
-'g

’ : -The teacher h@y eizht Jears of experlence in eafly chlld-
rhood education. She hao taumht sole1§ at this school but has “been

'c0ntinua11v ovren to- new ideasﬁand experiences. The teacher en-
k J ‘ 5 ¢

c! rages visitors from families and tke-larger. communrty to

ticipate in classroom activlties. She has aor&ed with high

¥ i

school~and adult aides.'student teachers. and teacher super~

- ~

R

visors. . R T,

o

The researcher 1s an deanced doctoral ‘student at the Har-

vard Graduate School of uducati:on.,PriorT““enterin%rgradu“ate

- e . . "

school she, qu‘a toacher of junior hiah sthool language arts.

e

@ /w—

- Convinced that her students were quite competent communtgators
e -8 >
. of 1e€erentﬁd1 ani social meaninz (desplite the skills th,Y may
poe T have 1acked In the fine noints of writing or grammar), ‘she hoped

*to discover by means of field hork in. primary school class-

rooms sowethhuf%bout“the structure and quallty of ciassroom,

2

ﬁnteraction ard the ways in which ohildren learn ' hqw to inter-

N R . 3

\ .

Welv in the classroo'n (Byers and ByerS. 1972; Cazde?«

3 -

"1970; "Cazden, John, Hymes{ 1974) ’ CoTy

-




" collection and analysis of Qideotape and vie ing sessions.1
o ’RHoweverw thi5~re9earcher feelinz the need o‘increaSe her

by
PN, TV

., kﬁOW1edne ‘and exoerience of the larger et nograohic context

i

out‘of which this data was drawn, introducedra narticipant

-

’ observation component to the project She has visited the
classroom'on a weekly basis during this academic year.

! -

-

«+  BResinninz the Research e ‘ . .

30th the teacher andithe researcher held several unanalyzed =

Fe . o . ’ , . a o
oo and rreconcelved agsunntions about -the nature and purposes of

-.classroon researchf Before 'the tapings the nrojggt wasn't

.l seen as a learning exoerience by the teacherliTh;\teacher volun-
tcered to Darticipate initially feelinz that _she wouldn "t be
chanqedbin the 1east. However, amonz her unstated assumotions o

— - B

- werc that teachers do thinzs wrona and outsiders —-researchers-'

come in to fix or criticize them; &nd that educational research

-

> is Carried‘out where and when a setting is:in need of altering,

- She was confused about the actual purpe es,oﬁathe study. rer

‘ ) initial questions were, “How dfd they find me¢" and "What can ‘.

I do for them that someone e Lise’ couldn t" do better?"/ﬂer decision
. - Ioe

was that she would do what she had<done Tor,the past seven yéars,

— ‘ L]

\P.ﬂ and they were Welcome to ‘observe. If they learned’ from,her or® - -

“1iked what they saw. grcats, but she she was. not going to worry

about any~nezative imnlications of her fnyolvement. ‘ ‘.h .

. The former teacher and fledmling researcher entered the _ o

b}
o

, , settinm with assumptions’about classroonm research as’ well, These

o ) o " . )

assumptions came out’ off three po;;ts~of view commonly held 1}




the 11teraﬁﬁre’an practiee of~educa€tona1 research:

b3
3

(1) tﬁét fese rch 1s conducted in the ¢éontext of
'proof,* on that outsiders sbserve phenomena in order
to evaluate needs, prescribe treatments, and then

prove or disprove the effectlveness of thosertreat-
ments . ., .

“

ossible to observe a phenomenon as complex

om easily, systematically, and 'objectiviely"
means of a coding scheire) and thereby drrive.
ful description and understanding of the phe-

(2) that it is
as a classr
(perhaps by
at a meanins
nomenon

(3) that the needs ard questions of a classroom ethnosrapher,

. " (rather than classroom supervisor of some sort)probably

do not overlap or articulate with those of the classroom
teacher ~

©

Changeg of Perspective

them. the teacher did not

- . 1ook1ng for. : s ;

teecherﬂstiil saw'herself as an bject.of investigation, unable ) ) |
b}
]:R\K: to menerate any of the questions

wll Toxt Provided by ERIC

h%scapable of giving only right 3
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and wrong answers, The tapes were valuable to her at this time
as an awakeniné tool, but she was unsure of what others wanted
to get from them or in what light she should comment while

‘ viewing,

“

- A greap deal of the teacher's di%gomfort was in‘response
to the researchers' own vague ldeas of how to‘proceed at this Q
poin@. Unlike many .social sclientists they did not have an
explicit format of hypotheses, data collection and analysis,
“conclusions. Heving choéen foiadobt ag ethnoéraphic stance,
they seriousl) intended the questions; "What's happehing”here?"and

' "Wwhat do you se? in the tapes?” Y;t their roles as ‘experts’'

and researchsrs helped to comﬁunicaie an uncomfortable double
message to the teacher, ‘ h
Gradually the group has developed a sense  of t£ust,:é per-
conal rapport, and- not sdrprisingiy——a more c}eérly_defined'
set of regeg}ch‘goals."They have gotten to know each oﬁhe; as .

individuals in-the classroom, at thé viewings ih university

foices,agnd'ét informal dinners; they have 21s0 gotten to

know a gereat deal more about the research phq&iiiim&
. —

Research in the Context of Discovery-— The Joint EnterprTEE'L;
: ’ :
‘Observer and Cbservant Farticipant® -

'Particinant

-

) The participant obser;EE:§Qhar : classroom with the v

rather vague &n at by means of various research’

(4
-

[ - Y o 3 Y= ¢ ’ ¢
- toolg she cQu@é'learn something about wha oes on in the c}as?-
- . x + . . ‘}. - . ) .
rooma*sH e’herﬂinsights with the teacher, -and thereby leave.the __

i




. ' ' (5)
teécher "with‘ééEEthingithat Wwould ‘make a difference’ in
the confrontation and solution of” day to day classroem problens.
! As a result of her experience ‘as both participant and ob-
server in the roomn, she was forced\to both reconsiger the com-
plexity of the-phenomenon she hoped. to document and perhaps in-
fluence; and «to nake explicit and questlion critically nen
assunptlions about Why and hon one en}ares in dlaésroom research, . .
Despite € background in the literature of classroom inter-
action and exnerience 5: a nonparticipant classroon obse;;er, the :
!j researcher found herself 'just teachinz' as she spent more and
mere time with the chridren:’Hervaﬁa;eness of sociolinguistie
issues did not automatically change anything that she could see
orifeel-in her own beYavipr as she engaged in daily‘activities |
with the children, o e QT ' K E K
What was different. however.’wa% the kind of disciplined
reflection she forced herself to enzaze in after each day was
over. Havine adopted the role and persgective at least partially

of a field researcher, she gas inclined to think through the

day's events in’the form of written field notes..She often don-

sidered events isnt of what she knew abou the functions of

language and non bal behavior in sociai context (Hymes,'ly?u'

-V}\ Sump y 1971 Erickson.\igz\\ She ‘also had the added available

::fﬁft;aﬁsggurce of vi
-3 . L4

' able to, step out of” the thic

-

es.of* typieaT\daily activities. ! u§.she‘was

events :

often a third) 1ook at the kinds of events— transpired in the S

. room and the’ noles that peqplé*playeg-in them, '




‘ment of interruptions, demonstration of

.

_the gane, I Was unable to refrain.from formlng strong ‘impressionslt =— -

6 L

Gradually the 'researcher realized that if .her experience T

as a partiéipant observer was different at all from what it had ff

been as a teacher in her own classroom a few years ago,J&t

was in that she wag}becq@ing more sensitive to the dyngﬁiqs .

~

of everyday life in classrooms. She also had éore ﬂimé’ang tools

. e

available for rdflection about classroom eventse— the'format;on

and disbahdiqg of groups, the erpption ofiarguheﬁté; thﬁvmanaget
the ‘mastery of‘academ;é -
skills, - T _
, . . . . L] -_" “&' . ] '1.”'
~An‘anecdote reported.in the early fiéld notes illustrates
. 3 . - . !.' - . b R - ,‘ i
the experience: ' . et L ,
»'ﬂ?I’waé playihé Céndyland‘with”a group of éﬁadéﬁt§w it Qas
thé fourth day of:schoo1 and the first wheré-I was not pre-
occupled with.videotapine, Durine the tapine.of the first three
.4ays of. school ard in corversation #ith the resesrch team that
had beeg’the;e {or .the taping, ‘ang now— most noticeably-—during

.

"It may be that, in fact, Harry, being new both to“me and<to the

teaching is largely a matter,of forming and testing hypotheses

of most of- the child¥en. One of the boys in the group- (Harry),

.seemed to me t©. be manipulative., At cleanup time he did not join
in, and I attempted to zet him to help in the effort. Uncertain -

‘'of my authority in a room wheré -I was not the teacher, and there-

fore hesitant tq issue an imperative, 1 deliberately said instead,

*Harry, will you help us put away the’ game now?' He replied simply, ~

'No.' At that point the teacher, having overheard.the exchange,
safd, 'Alright, Harry, o over anll help them clean up.' Ty
This 'incident can be thousht about in a number of ways.

N n

kirderzarten, misunderstood the discourse functicen of my-utterance
and responded. to it as & ves/no question rather.than & command, '
However it.1s also possible (and something in my teacher's in- ..
tultion, says-more 1likely) that he fully understood what I had' = .
mearit but was duite able”to .take advantaze of my uncextdin position-
of authority (expressed especially in iy linguistic c¢hoice) and ° ~
wag almgst succeSsful in opfinz out.-of the cleanup job, .,

In any case, thinking  abolit the event and about the intuitions
that I already havetﬁpgut Harry and where théy‘may have come from,
1t occurs to me that my theoretical perspective and fleld methods.
may not be able to alter the way peqﬁie act in social ehgounters,
but they may at least put some extra steps between ‘those spclal .
encounters and the-ways we think and feel about students. If’ '

*




(7)

. ‘about children, then it seems like a" good idea to have as much
data available as pessible— to have many ways of. thinking about -
and account*nz Tor what we observe, experience, and do witn
children.

1 ~

" The researcnerﬁbemanito specnlate that the change of per-

o spebpiye dhe was'experien;inz micht e}so happen to the teécher
" .if she Were invited ﬁo become more intimately éngaged‘in the rek‘
search Drocess.,’ The early insight was critical for the researcher .
Ln defininv, witn tne beacher, both what the nature of their
~re1ations in and Ehe/ioal° of the researcn mi~ht be. ‘ B T
As the reseﬁfcner spent more time in the classroom,-the teacher
.”: felt more comfoztable and better informed. The teacher felt that

she was bP?iPﬂi”R to{ﬁgze a definite hand in the research. Sh

v !

“‘realized tnqt altnourh teachers do not have time to be ethno-

<

,qraphers irn thelr own classrooms, they can become more observant

mw,c:»fsfparriciyan*éf Eew‘5nsiﬁhtssand_qnesﬁiens_gengrg&ed_bxwihg_igégherﬂ_;,;;_‘-

! U s

and resparcher could be checked out by the teacher by means of . .

‘ : reflection durfne and after’teachinq.'mhis enabled her to be-~

P

come “a part of the process, not Jjust a source of data. . . »
¢ r- - ‘ ’ ’ ’ :
" The researcher put great effort into incorporating the,
teacher into the rame plan. Constant contact with the research ;

process helped thevte&cher to see herself as a relevant menber,

y ™,
N ~ LI )

Durinq the second year of the prOJect the teacher also has re~ %~

ceived g salary.LThis .has .been a tanwible demonstration of ‘her - o IR
M \‘ . *
,membership-and has orovided additional motivation for her to take

L -,
¢ s . . ‘s . . . L

an active role.\ ) ST . .
Y ‘ - A . N ; i

‘N L . . . . . .

.o ~_‘* During the second year‘of the.project the teacher's vLeWS

[y

have been actively soﬁqnt Classroom participation by the re- é

°earcher allows more time for conversations than was pre- . i
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viously provided by viewing sessions. Althougb ouring the
. ,
mornin:. while’ in contact with the children. the separate roles

- . . often :
of teacher anrd researcher are/waintained there is more time for

ooﬁlaboration. Observations can be shared on-the- -spot ana

4qrinz release time. .requentry, however, there st11) remain days-

~

&hen:all that canrbe:nanaged by each person, busy with separate

- . h] 3
roles, are 'Hello' and 'Good-bye.'

fi
. ”‘ b . /‘_. » "v " - h
The Blendihs of Roles e - .
- " 4 ’

4 f N - N “ &

A One of the first and‘most thorny areas of joint discovery

. 3 ’ L

for teacher and researcher concerned *hé‘idea of ' hanée.? The

o "";.\

issue of whether %he researbh intende¢ to change anything in the

classrocm was a problem for ‘both t@acher and researcher. Since

*‘”‘vention. the»role of participant observer pplied. a]most;by-

+

o definition. that this might by the goal of the project.'l

-

However, ideas about the pomplexity of b havior and about what

P ! N

might be meant by 'chanze have\grown aﬁd been refined in.the

teacher/researcher dialozue almost froh the outset. In fact."
/ - h ~

e modest nOW'than they

thoughts about chanme are probably mq

¢\_ have. ever been. The teacher is'notyj/en as someone in need of a

,‘treatmcnt" and the resgarcher, no /1ess an outsider. ‘is not
fo .
seenias a conventional chan ag apeﬂt.kjn v ”

N - LIRS / o : 8

' Like any teacher, thiswone/éés particular classroom prob-

%
1ems: and the researcher, of cgu

- '‘résearchable questions. Howeveé it has been interesting to dis-

se,-has a personai agenda of

P cover\EHQE how much thesqitw,/QOmains overlap. Since each hapes
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to be helped with the individual "issues by sharing the diVerse

Dersoectives and kinas of. expertise brOUth to the\ezgeri::ce.

e both the teacher and the researcher can be said to be in me
3

4

sensed chanmed' by the dt\er.

e
%

LA

“ An example of how the teaqher s thinking has béQQ\;ifeCt&d
by her involvement With the research effort is demonstr ‘q\i: ) -

e
*

this anecdote 2!

" "There are snecific problems which might be addressed \\§§'
N

‘\\ with videotanes and analysis, Onre of these is the question of bt
Jerry and the ‘tssue of whether he is -suffering or benefitting '\\ \\‘ .
from his remedial, bilingual: tutorisl help. . RS

- . The 1ssue of interrunrtion and- speculation abdutsthe pros \C\\
a d cons of sa%ing children out of the clasgroon for ‘extra help | AN

“has been dtscussed before by the teacher and the researcher, \
Some’ chilﬁ“e“ clearly bénefit from the help,and it seems worth- | .
while to sacrifice their classroonm time and place theh in a new \ )
N ) social settine @*‘h yet anothortadult/evaluator in the .interest \
of hasterv a"son% Sundamental svill. flowever, for other students, |
like Jerrv. the iw&g social complications of soecial ‘help may, - \
. in; fact, interfere with the mastery of those skills, : T
. - In Uerry*s case, -the tutorfal help doesn t seem to be working,
T = ~—=Phe—tutor nanifests a’ different stjle than the teacher.,.Ilt appears
that the.tutdr encourages Jerry's depepence on her, “e can't
SJunction when he neturns to the regul class,
" The teacher nas ralsed the problem in conversatlien with the
researcher, They have noted:that the ethnic identity of -Jerry
and the Italian teacher, combined with the tutor's. laci of ex- -
perience in classrooms, and firally combined with her obvious
terperinentQ1 differences from the résular classroon teacher
may “ake .learnins with the tuter a very different kind of ex- g .
‘perience than learning with the regular classrobm teacher, . ©
The. teacher has surgested that an examination of the ways
. In which tutor and classroom teacher behave differently might .
be useful in both understanding and creatively solving the prob-
lemn. She has succested that each professional observe and/or
viep vidéotaves of the other in an attémpt to discover how their
own.behaviors differ and how Jerry WOrks differentially qith them."
A M

¢

. \
- "

.The task for the researcher, on the other hand, has been - o

L o»
v

.

to become more and more a part offthe'sceneo“She is contenually
asking, lookinz, and being'with the chlildren. Yet it is importargt

. ~ '~ -
for her to be both "stranger and friend” (Powdermaker, 1966) -, .
v ‘ iﬂjs ] ) .




S (10)

3 ! o

{ . ' - ; .
‘preserving a kind of 'double vision®' which enables her to..

\\ y account in some 1di§e} arena ?or how and why things make
sense to thoée members 1A the ways they do. SR T R '
. e . \ % s ,
Sg i ’”'_11 For the teacher, ‘the tasE_Is‘EuricﬁsI? reversed. She is

z »
conti%ually immersed in the fray, and, like many ctper teachers,

‘experiences 1on11ness and frustration in that 1mmersion. The

[ *
- s N £

teacher has 1earned gradually to 1ook at her classroom problems

-

not only with the company of her researcher celleague. but- to
reflect on her own using more of the perspective and techniques
demonstrated bylfhe new coileague. She 1is reercting on what
she thinks, does, and absolutely zgggg about her class. She

-i1s an invider zaininv some internal distance on her~role. and

this enables’ her at certain moments to see the familiar in

.
s
'

~n W WAy, ‘ ' . -
e Y . . : & ‘ ‘7,
Congretelv this curiouv blerd 0* roles.has’generated a - S
procedure for classroom fesearch in which both. teacher and

# . A Y

researcher work closely in the posing of resw rchabl’equé’s'c:ions.\z

~ .

the formulation of hypothese%, the gathering add analysis of datm .
- 2 - 3

~ e

a ’ . : v | <
. B

o Boththe teacher\ﬁnd researcher agreed earl

. T N\ o
. room résearch ought tojaddress the daily concerns o
3 N ‘ 2,

childrern and not merely be descriptyye~or prescriptiv

teacher ard \
. The

*

way of working'which they have ﬂe&ife\\\omes out of this shared

. bias. They are 1nterested not only in a dre \ing questions aboyy
. classroom interacbion. but in examiniqg as a phehqmernon in itst\::\\\
f . T : ' a ' . N o \\\\ “

\‘i B . . iz . ' ' “ \‘
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) Y .
e
own right the process of change of perspective and con- : ——

v

sciousness’that occurs for both of them as “they engage in

joint research. S o

& 4 .,;

¢ " The procedure has feyr components that are carried out

b

jointly by teacher and researcher. They are organized chiefly,

by the researcher//The connonents are participant observation,(

Qe - e

Saping o
selectlive %lde taping of classroom activity, joint viewing

sessions, and some microanalysis of t”//d segments.2

i

There s ongoing ve .ation of questions for research.
Qaestions can cowe*xom many sources - the problems of in-
i adividual children. the effects of room organization, the

- ’(‘W

disruntions that occur and their possiblecauses. . . ﬂ
2

[4

Once a question of" wutual interest 1is selected the in-
AL

R
vestiration proceeds by ﬁoinm baak through videotapes and field .

notes nreviously collected and by collecting new tapes and -iu B}

- observations. The tean.tries to find instances of the paxr-

ticular problem ra1°ed and then pegins ::jifyerate hypotneses
F

that might answer the question. ¥ ly, by means of *‘ﬂ

3
5

» .
vie&inz and microanalysis of sezments‘as well as focused

>

classroom observation, they attempt to locate in actual

behavior thevsources of the issues raised and thereby val-

.7

jdate or disprove thcir informed hunches. They have discovered

A

that workinv this way serves both to provide a rich ethno-

, qraohic context for microanalysis and to diffuse the angﬂcty !
; \ usually assﬂciated with self-analysis by means of videotape.

In making the collaborativp process a subject for study

» [}

k4

as well, the\team carefully documents meetings to try‘to keep
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'reportinr of it \s.neither det/iiéd ror/conclusive.

tracknéf\thefr’insightsh their unique approaches and analyses. X

and ‘the ways thelr perspectives are modified as a result of
B ‘ ‘ ) l

dialorue and joint inquiry. ! _ .

As a final component, the team has been attempting to - — '

think about and monitor instances of beha change-
%

‘inontaneous ahd/or deliberate— that occur 4in the classroom

as a result of the joint étudy. ) . ) L

This case study is intended as an i1lustration of -the.

research, method. It is work in progress, and therefore the

.

The teather ard the res;archer\arriggg,at the problem o ‘,3

- « » ~
for study in several ways. The teacher had mentioned one day -
over coffee that She was curious about why~one first grade - .
A

student (Arthur).was able to get to her in E’way that anothen ,;

s

13

student (Iouise) was not; The researcher recordeq this,cogment .
“in field’notes. . ‘ : 1 o . ’ . " ﬁ. ) .;i~-l

About a month'later the teacher and researchéY‘were‘aéain N ‘
engaged in casual conversation about;the classroom when the N
teacher reneated her question about Arthur arnd Louise. The . < ;
teacher was surnrised to learn that the researcher had pre- ‘;

viously noted it as one of the teacher's concerns. They gev

cided to pursue the question since it had emerged as salient‘

fpr both of them——Arthur and Louise being childrenlrequently
tdiscussed by the teacher and’ appearinv often in the researcher S

, , |

field not(’. * N , ’ ! / ’ " . ‘ :. 1
|

\
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"The research process began/wf/h a. directed con;ersation

about the two children. The team of teacher and researcher dis- -

‘cussed simtlarities and differences between Louise and Arthur,
They were both first graders who tended to talk a great deal, ¢
yet they seemed to be treated very differently by thelr peers—

Arthur as a leader among them and Louise as an object—oﬁ—’ irg

and‘exclusion- They also had differential success in gaining the-

.~ *floor” (Philios. 1974). in large class meetinks or- circles. .

g ’ '\ /
- _ With these observatiohs in mind the. team went' back through
‘ . ‘.‘ [T
vfdeotaoes collected during tne very first weeks of school., They
¥ »
‘ "chose to looK at circles becausé they were’ contexts in which

-

' both of the chi}dren appear ard in which teacher and peers are

A ~

also visible., The team noted the following regularities as

3
¢ ~ “r.

they viewed these tapes:

) Louise.and Arthur tended to dominate mhe circle times.

' They talked '‘and moved’a. great ‘qeal.and were 'notdced’

often by the t&acher. N .
‘Loulsge and Arthur seemed to be *doing the samne things®

. in their attempts to gdin the floor, but Arthur clearly

. . had a zreat deal more succpss than Loulise,
o . . The- .similar behaviofrs of ‘Arthur and Louise included
. . .7 sitting on ‘the outer edze of the group, ralsing hands,

. shiftinz from sitting- to xneeling positions, noving
o toward and away from- the teacher,.and verbalizing a
gréat deal. .
-, . oL . S . -’ E R
~ . - The team then'selectively-taped another typical circle

in order to determine whether these regularities still occurred

~

.some six.months into the school year. This tape was again of

®.
’

the’ entire class during a circle. . o C "

»

The teanm watched the tXpe without sound. hoping thusA




A
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.;A - g . . . ) . ”» ) . .(lw.)‘v )

to pay orimary attention to the large scale movements of
Louise and Arthur and not to be distracted for the moment

by their speech: Even wdthput microanalysis,‘certain behéviors

.
e

avain enerqed'as‘common to both of the bhildren of interest.

. "

They included kneeling/sitting; raising/waving of hands; and

leaning/ towa¥d or away from the teacher s

! ”

hese behaviers were. chosen for microanalysis'for no other

ret » -~

reggon than that they stemed to 'jumo out' at“the viewers frOm
PRI

the taoe. They seemed 'to .be the nagor ways in which the children

of,iﬁterest were exoendinm energy (Pike. 1971)

g

For the ourposes of microanalysis the team carefully. watched. -

a four mirute secrient at»the beginning of the circle noting

%

variation in the behaviors mentioned. They looked for be-

ainninzs, endings, and changes of intensityT‘K\fogrth\cazegory__,

x N
presence or absence of talk- was added to the aralysis, ut

the content of that talk was excluded. . : o

~

< . Upon charting variations in these behaviors, the tean

,

discovered that indeed, there were similarities between the .

”,

behaviors of Louise and Arthur. Ho§3§%r, there were some 1m-
3 s
portant differences in what might be calied the efficiency with

. which the two children manifested the behaviors.. : °
It appéars from. the charts that when Arthur wants to talx

L‘ he emolovs all four d% thexnoted behaviors almost precisely
at once, He presents a unified front to the teacher. making it

“clear that he is intending to get the floor. This. picture of

)

: his behavior seems to be conslstent Wwith the teacher s char-

¢ ’
q'\acterization of hin as a "lnader" amonZ the children and as ~

an active oarticipant in the circle.

. JEIEN ' ;.8

R
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Louise, on the..other hand, has been enigmatic to the
teacher. She ‘is. of large ph&sical size, and the teacher has

descrf%ed feeling that Louise "creeps up on her" during

\. {L

ciréles, Wheﬁ;&ookéng at the graphic representation of Louise
. o
S clear that she often‘moves up and downpand in and out

5
E

'simultaneous v« Since no Hand movement or verbalization generaily

a

s @

accompanies suéh movement, it is difficult to tell if Louise is

-

attemptinq to qain the floor or not. What does emerge, however,

is a snake~1ike pattern of movement in which Louise seems to

13

te, indeed, 'creepinz up' on the teacher. .
~

Arthur talks more often during the four minutes analyzed, ~

: \
but -he talks In quick bursts and moves as he talks, Loulse, on
the other hand, holds the floor only oncei She talks for a

very 1ong‘time‘and is eventually cut off by the teacher. She

does not move a great deal while talking., ‘ :

Leaving Louise and Arthur briefly, the team looked at the

teacher's behavior‘during those first four minutes. Again ‘.

they cho¢§‘%g\\hfj:i;alient movements— head and nand mgvements,
qaz%“ﬁTTectTon, an the Dresence ‘or absence of talk. The class

rouo seemed to divide naturally into third4~—|<ft, center. ‘and,

rizht—-in receiving the teacher s -gaze., However, the teacher
1ooked at the center section almost half of the time ang at

the rizht hand section (containing Loulse and Arthur)'nearly

L)

all of the rest of the time.

For the purposes of, contrast therefore, the team decided to

-

take a microahalytical 1ook at one of the-students from the

third of;;he_group receiving least of the teacher s gaze. The\\\vd

[ ) .. —

PR . - - ».
. I3 . 4 ' . ) [

‘ - - s

&.
Lgx
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team quickIy;f‘ound that\ this student (Lee) did few of tha be- .

. haviors of Arthur and Louise, He was chosen in part hecause"he A
shared” some traits' with the other two stndentsz_he is of large
physicél size, & first grader,-and a student ﬁhokoften sits on
the outer rim of the circle.~However. heldiffers ffom both of -
them In that he 1s very quiet and.does'not move quickly. Although i

“~N Lee is qulet, however, the teacher has never seemed -to doubt

his attention, She retfers to him as "acadepic" and fe®ls no need

to 'check up'on him’ by calling on him.
"In chartinz his behaviors the team realized that most of

the behaviors selécted for Arthur and koulse simply didn't apply .

.

fox Lee., He did not speak alone at all, never raised his hand, .
but ‘did move his head and move in and out slightly It 1is inter-
esting that he woved most while ‘the teacher. wﬁs talking—-perhaps

behaviorally demonstrating her sense- that,.although virtually
ik. - - . ( ’ . . N 4

silent, he was a person who listened and‘“paid attention" during

L3

circles. ‘ ) . - T

- -

; The imnlications of thi$ brief and cursory look at how
' sone simnle microanalytical techniques might be applied in

addressinm a teacher's assessment of,or difficulties with par-
’_ticular children are that there really seem to be behavjoral

correlates to the ways teacher feels~about children that can .

‘(n—
®

be spotted easily. Pérhaps this kind of data will be an important' -

* inqredien@ain the teacher s assessments of children or in her ‘ ;1

decisions apout how and why she organizes actlvities in %h@ ay
"»
¢ she does. If the teacher wishes to intervene in her owWn settin@m
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~ ~

she hés the meams to document the wayls in which that intervention

might chanze actual behavior- something more concrete and'

3

perhaps less threatening that ‘feelings’ —and something that
. -
is eritical to the genesis of those feelings.

The early work on this segment suggests further research,

4

The team hopes to look in more detail, for ihstance. at the’
function of xaze directions They hope” to consider amount of talk,
"the syntactic and semantic features of that talk (including
topical relevance). at paralinguistic features such as pitch,

loudness\ahd\rate of speech; and at other nonverbal behaviors
Wil ¢ R
that appear to covarx/them. Finally the team hopes to return

<

to -the oririnal question, linkinz the analysis of behaviér

which has taken place at a low level of inference"back to the

4

feelinws and pﬁoblems which initially prompted the question,
In this way the team hopes o discover how the ways in which

children use talk and movenegnt help to create particular im- ) s

\ .
“pmashionsrof theq’and "93cate them in their respective places in:

/’“"\A

the larmer social order of the classroom.

éationales‘for the ethod

There are ethical, intellectual, and practical reasons

' N ‘, . . 4
"why 1t has been worthwhile and important to adopt such an ethno-

|
graphic anrd collaborative method of research. This process

©

treats the teacher and children rot as objects of study, but as
active subjects of areat interest and importance. The teachers®
oplnions are valued. She is seen as a vital member of the team.

Her cooneration is ‘essential to the process. The entire oper-

19
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ation omes more congenial and the findlhgs benificlal to all .

L]

involved. Both paftLes 20 away‘ﬁévlng galned. something of valie..
The system essentially.delegates the role of change‘agént qu
to an ouﬁsidq CQnsﬁltant. bﬁt to the people wh§ possess 1in many
ways the mostﬁdirecf and explicit: power and responsibility to do
things in the sétting. .The ethnographer does not merely acquire
data in tﬁe(setting and deparx{ nor does she generate in lsolatim
theories or treatmenﬁs‘wﬁicﬁ ought to be applied to the members.

She*i§ an integral part of the scene gathering both informatldn

that will be of use and interest in the development-of a unified

-

theory of(clgssfoom interaction, and facilitating by means of her
expertise 1; certain research metéods, ways’ for the teacher to
gain a new %Xind of internal distance on her role,

This method might be‘épplied on a larger scale in schools.
There is a need for 1n-service_ﬁork and confinuing education wt
courses which: will help teachers share experiences, solutions and

ralse ind@vidué} self-esteem and awarness.

Recenﬁly the é&ecutive Secgtary of the. Massachusetts Teachers

©

Association commented on the need for and interest in revolutionafy
. — 1

forms of in-service work which would give teachers the major role

on deteérmininz the nature and direction of the in-service work

©

and staff development (The Common, FKarch, 1976).
Practically speaking this method 'of field work could be
modified ~.to benifit most public school systems. The method

proposed'would utilize two resources frequently not f ily ex-
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\ H

. \ .
‘and/or frﬁendship groups that exist among classroom teachers in

<

any given building. o,

Faculties have tended to become more stabilized in the past
few years. Pre-established familiarity, trust and a ﬁorking
relatiénship amons émall groups have beeq deter@inea. .The men-

bers have a head start in that they ai}éady,know and share much

+

ethnograrphic data that aﬁ outsider would have to work quite hard

to assimilate. Many schools have curricula. , grade levels and |,

classroom settings based upon an established team approach.

.
LS U —_—

Rather than have a full [time ethnographer follow the teacher
around, the emphasis hers.would be to help the members of the

team become 'inside chanpe agents,working with their peers, coopenf

-

atine<in an”effort to Lﬁorove}their setting or—themselves, They

would ine or take no undue DOWer but venerate a source of
AN
eneray and impetus for idea exchange and dialozue among them-

*n R

\

+
This methed of evaluation and field work also.confronts the

14 7 . + N
problem of the loniness shared by self-contained classroon
teachers (Sarason, 1§71). These teachersehave friends among their
colleagues but rarly et to ohargsindividual profes§ional, tech-_

niques, problems or experiences with one another. They ard

assiened (confined) to thelir respective rooms, chlildren,and areas

"of expertise. They often feel isolated, defeated and overwhelmed

s v

by thelr own problems which they tend to.internélize or ignore

due to their isolation. They often never admit to“diffiqutligs.’

inovations or successes, feelling, "'ho really cares‘“ "It's me—

with or arainst these twenty-five children."

#

N
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In research in the Gontext Bf discovery rather than proof

the socigl scientist, 1s the Lnstrument and thus puts her/himself

~ L

through changes 1n order to learn about the' Dhenamen of interest,
‘ . (Qhe does not apoly treatmant to the environment but\focuses
; rather on ioolatinz. describlnv, diSCOvering the dynamics of

. the en?‘r0ﬂment~— what 1s oredictable abéut it, how it functions,
. what kinds of breamdowns ‘can and do occur. By making the "teacher
o . o
a co~ reqearcher 1t is possible for the same thing to happen to

-
her, It is'in this way that a teacher's behavior could be‘§aid o ;

' Id

> “haée cQanzed- by . having ar new experience in a familiar setting.,

» R4 s € v »

. . N ' N
' It teaghers were to share in the process in the absence of a

o Gtrained ethnovyapher, it is not difficult to imagire that they

v N ' A B . o R ~ \

could becone eyes and ears for eath other on a continuing basis
, ¢ " ( }J . R <
. . using both %heir merber knowledse and the techniquegs ¥f field

-%

L

research. . They wou]d work towether as Déers,'avoiding the

- ¢

awkward tendencv for reqearcher° frm;the outside to take or bave

. attrlhuted to thﬁm more power%authority than the teachers with ‘

)

v whom‘thev\work."feers working” toretner could becone sources of

a

. " jdea exchanee and dialogue for one anbthar_in°creative1y thinking

\apout claséroom problems. : ;

\ . .- \ .\kaf ) ’ 5(
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Footnotes .

. -
[ » t
.

1Viewing sessions are essentially open-endéd interviews with
participants who have been videotaped. In the sessions they
view themselves.-on tape and comment freely and/or answer .
dquestions about their participation in the situation that has
been taped. In the early stages of the project reported the
teacher was invited to view herself on tape and comnment freely.
In this way the researcher(s) hoped to learn about the teacher's
N sermentation of time and space and actiVvity as well ‘as her

" typolosies for people and events.- The nature of the viewing
' ‘ sesston has chaneed and evolved during the course of the re-"'

' search and is discussed in more detall in the body of thé paper.

N ¥
' . . o [
- Al §

2"icroanalysis is defined for the purposes of this paper as .
the careful viewines of selected behaviors~—verba1 and/or non-~
verhal--as they occur across time., Ip this paoer a sample of
microannlysis of social interadtion®is presented. It is in .
part by means of microanalysis that teacher and researcher alike
‘hope _to gain -insisht into the béhavioral scurces and correlates
of the thougshts 2nd feelingos thatf.,'have about the soclal

‘situations in whichlhy participate or whlchﬂhq/pbserve. .
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